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Executive summary

The Marine Corps’ manpower costs are significant—about $9.4 bil-
lion, or almost 60 percent of the Marine Corps’ annual budget. The
Enlisted Strength Planners (MPP-20) and the Officer Inventory Plan-
ner (OIP) (MPP-30) must develop plans, by paygrade and month, to
meet endstrength requirements in both the budget execution year
and the out-years (6 years into the future). The execution year plans
are generally developed in October, whereas the out-year plans are
developed in the spring.

The fundamental endstrength equation is:
Beginning strength— Losses+ Gains = Endstrength.

To develop the execution and out-year plans, the planners must fore-
cast endstrength losses and gains. The accuracy of their forecasts is
very important (particularly on the enlisted side) since inaccuracy
results in either finishing the year above the congressionally man-
dated endstrength target (and overspending the budget') or finish-
ing the year below the endstrength target (which has operational
consequences).

This study was initiated because of recognition of the importance of
correctly forecasting endstrength losses and gains and the severe con-
sequences of incorrect estimates. Estimates had been incorrect in the
past due in part to the ad hoc nature of the loss forecasting processes.
Previously, there was no institutionalized and documented methodol-
ogy for forecasting losses and no systematic attempt to improve exist-
ing loss-forecasting techniques. New planners relied on information
they gleaned during the overlap period with their predecessors and
sometimes developed their own methods (which were susceptible to
errors). They had few reference tools and no capability to run loss

1. In FY01-02, a $200-million mistake had to be taken out of O&M funds.




scenarios (for example, how higher-than-predicted losses next month
would affect endstrength or whether Marine Corps Recruiting Com-
mand’s accession guidance needed to be changed). Since enlisted
losses dominate, the situation was most critical on the enlisted side.

Our approach was to first assess the existing loss forecasting pro-
cesses. Then, we made the processes more systematic. Next, we
improved/added to the loss forecasting model. Finally, we docu-
mented the endstrength management process.

To document the planners’ existing processes, we worked very closely
with the planners. One of CNA’s top programmer-analysts worked
with the enlisted strength planners at Quantico for 2 months to
ensure a complete understanding of their models. We also met with
the officer strength planner several times to learn about that model.
Through these interviews, we better understood current processes,
procedures, data categorizations, and data sources. We also inter-
viewed endstrength planners in other Services to identify aspects that
could be used to improve the Marine Corps’ processes.

Over the course of our study, we made several improvements/addi-
tions to the planners’ models. Where possible, we document these
improvements. In some cases, however, we must take the model in its
present incarnation as a starting point.

One of the first improvements we made to the enlisted endstrength
model was to streamline it. Our programmer-analyst worked with the
endstrength planners to create (a) logically organized and linked
worksheets, (b) organized storage of historical plans and scenarios
(work previously was overwritten when new scenarios were gener-
ated), and (c) a process checklist with data references and notes.

Next, we automated the endstrength management tool. Our pro-
grammer-analyst worked with planners to create an automated sum-
mary for the monthly endstrength reports, a one-step data weighting
capability, the ability to experiment with data weights, and automated
updating and strength plan creation (through the use of several new
templates).




As we made improvements to the models, we identified several exist-
ing problems/inconsistencies that needed to be addressed. For
example, we found instances of two desertion records without a
return-from-desertion record in between. This inconsistency, which is
due either to a missing return-from-desertion record or a duplicate
desertion record, now is being investigated by the contractor who
manages the Marine Corps’ manpower data. We also found that his-
torical loss data were being overwritten over time. Although this may
be the result of data cleaning efforts, it is important for the end-
strength planners to know when the data are being changed and what
these changes are. Finally, our programmer-analyst helped the
enlisted endstrength planners to develop a methodology that would
better estimate the size of future End-of-Active Service (EAS)
populations.

Next, we verified/restructured the loss categories. We determined
that non-EAS (NEAS) attrition reasons are best forecast together,
with the exception of recruit attrition and retirement. We recom-
mended that deserter gains and losses (which are currently fore-
casted separately) might be forecast together as an alternate method.
Finally, we recommended that officer losses be grouped differently
for forecasting purposes: Self-initiated (retirements and resigna-
tions), EAS (releases), and natural losses (discharges and other).

We also highlighted cases in which different data could be used to
forecast losses. After experimenting with several variables, we deter-
mined that data on planned retirements and the unemployment rate
could improve retirement loss forecasts. We also linked the overall
unemployment rate to the officer loss forecast to provide a check of
the OIP’s forecast procedures.

We then developed some methods the planners can use to forecast.
On the enlisted side, we noted that recruit attrition currently is
loaded entirely in the accession month and recommended that it be
apportioned between the accession month and the next month. We
also tried to construct an NEAS continuation rate but found that this
was not feasible due to the presence of deserters. Finally, we suggested
that the components of NEAS losses that currently are forecast as
numbers instead be forecast as a share of mandated endstrength.



On the officer side, we suggested that the by-grade and type loss
models be linked by using grade shares calculated in the by-grade loss
model to distribute losses calculated in the type loss model. We also
thought that weights for historical data could be varied, using the “sig-
nificant events” database (a reference tool we developed), the optimi-
zation tool (another reference tool we developed based on an Air
Force tool), or exponential smoothing. Finally, we noted that all
losses (not just certain NEAS losses) are currently forecast as numbers
and may be better forecast as a share of mandated endstrength—par-
ticularly as endstrength increases in the future.

Finally, we developed the capability to easily run loss scenarios (which
were previously done using ad hoc methods). Strength planners fre-
quently are asked to estimate the effect of such factors as war or
unemployment on losses, or the effect of larger or smaller actual
losses in the execution year. We developed a spreadsheet in which

weights for historical data are easily varied, and changing data in a

particular cell automatically computes new values.

Our recommendations include creating an SSN-based data file (so
that individual Marines can be cross-referenced with gains/loss data

o«

from the planners’ “cubes”), adding a civilian planner/consultant to
the endstrength planning team (to provide continuity to the process
over time), and waiting to hard-wire models until the planners are

comfortable with the modified models and their methods.




Introduction

Background

Manpower costs are about $9.4 billion annually, or almost 60 percent
of the Marine Corps’ annual budget. The Enlisted Strength Planners
(MPP-20) and the Officer Inventory Planner (MPP-30) develop plans,
by paygrade and month, to meet endstrength requirements in both
the budget execution year and the out-years (6 years into the
future).? Although officer and enlisted strength planning are signifi-
cantly different, both strive for accurate loss forecasting. The officer
strength planner accesses to a structure requirement but relies on
accurate loss forecasts for budgeting. The enlisted strength planner
accesses based on forecasted losses to satisfy endstrength require-
ments.

Because the enlisted force is so much larger than the officer force,
accurate enlisted loss forecasts are particularly important. If the
enlisted loss forecast underestimates actual losses (meaning there are
more losses than originally forecast), the number of accessions origi-
nally planned will be too low. If the enlisted loss forecast overesti-
mates actual losses (meaning that there are fewer losses than
originally forecast), the number of enlisted accessions originally
planned will be too high, and the Marine Corps will overspend its
budget. Both scenarios, which have serious adverse consequences for
the Corps, have occurred in the past.

Thus, endstrength planners must forecast losses, by paygrade, in both
the shortand the long term as accurately as possible.?’ At the outset of

The FY+2 out-year forecast is used for budgeting purposes. The timing
and use of forecasts is described further in the next section.

Certain categories of gains must be forecast because they are not con-
trolled (e.g., gains for deserters who return to the Corps).




this study, there was no institutionalized and documented methodol-
ogy for forecasting losses, so the accuracy of the forecast relied heavily
on the particular Marines filling the strength planning billets. Fur-
thermore, no one had made a systematic attempt to determine
whether the current combination of methods and loss categoriza-
tions that strength planners use to forecast enlisted and officer losses
could be improved. Finally, no structured capability existed to run
loss scenarios (e.g., how might losses change if the mixture of years
used for the weighted average is changed?).

Endstrength rules

Endstrength is the number of Servicemembers in a particular Service
on the last day of the fiscal year, 30 Sep[ember.4 Title X allows each
Service to exceed endstrength by 2 to 3 percent (2-percent discretion
with SECNAV approval and 3-percent discretion with SECDEF
approval). Currently, there is no tolerance for ending the fiscal year
below mandated endstrength.

Rules also dictate the grade distribution of Servicemembers counting
toward endstrength. No more than 3.5 percent of enlisted can be in
grades E8 and E9, with a 1-percent restriction on those in E9. Current
Marine Corps policy sets the maximum percentage of those who can
be in the top six grades at 52.2 percent.5 Similarly, the Defense
Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA) dictates the grade dis-
tribution for officers in the ranks of O4 to O6.

The congressionally set endstrength target applies to the sum of
active-duty Marine Corps officers and enlisted personnel. The Marine
Corps, however, does endstrength planning, forecasting, and moni-
toring separately for officers and enlisted. This separation is needed
because endstrength numbers are budgeted for a specific number of
officers and enlisted personnel and the cost for an officer

The analysis and models that follow are based on this end-of-fiscal-year
endstrength measure. If a proposal to move to average endstrength
becomes law, parts of this analysis may need to be modified.

This was raised recently to 54 percent for FY06.




This report

considerably exceeds the cost for an enlisted. However, September
endstrength adjustments are made with enlisted accessions since they
are more easily adjusted.

The fundamental endstrength equation is:
Beginning strength— Losses+ Gains = Endstrength.

Because all calculations are done by fiscal year, the endstrength at the
end of the previous fiscal year is the beginning strength of the next
fiscal year.

This study hopes to improve endstrength planning, forecasting, and
monitoring processes. The study’s emphasis is on improving loss fore-
casts. Because the processes differ significantly for officers and
enlisted personnel, we analyze them separately.

In this report, we document how the Marine Corps’ enlisted and
officer strength planners do their work. Appendix A describes the
timelines for planning and budgeting. Appendix B describes Memo
01, which is distributed as accession planning guidance to Marine
Corps Recruiting Command (MCRC) each September or October.
We also describe the enlisted and officer strength planning processes
in the other Services, which is included in appendices C through E.

We discovered areas for improvement in the process along the way;
several of these changes already have been incorporated into our
description of the current methodology. We also recommend addi-
tional changes or alternatives to the methodology, which could
improve the accuracy of the endstrength planners’ loss forecasts.

6. The endstrength process summarized in this report is one part of the
manpower development process commonly referred to as “Manpower
101.”




Enlisted Manpower Plan Model

Overview

Figure 1 shows the six main components of the Enlisted Manpower
Plan Model: End-of-Active Service (EAS) Losses, Non-EAS (NEAS)
Losses, Other Losses, Enlisted-to-Officer Losses/Gains, Gains, and

Adjustments. All forecasts are made by month and grade.7

Figure 1. Marine Corps enlisted endstrength models®

Adjustments

NEAS
Model

Other Loss
Model

E-to-O
Model

Gains
Model

a. Briefing from the Enlisted Strength planner.

7. Accuracy by month is more important than accuracy by grade. Appen-

EAS
Model

dix A describes the planning and budgeting timelines.




Although loss forecasting is the focus of our study, the enlisted end-
strength planners also use these models in the endstrength manage-
ment process. We summarize this process and its methods in
appendix F.

EAS Loss Model

10

Background

EAS losses account for over half of all active-duty enlisted losses
(approximately 54 percent). Although theoretically easy to forecast,
they traditionally have been the most difficult to predict.

As shown in figure 2, the Marine Corps divides EAS losses into first-
term,? intermediate (3-13 years), and careerist (14-19 years).9

Figure 2. Marine Corps endstrength models: The EAS Model?

EAS
Model
Ly
Cohort
1st Termer
Intermediate
Careerist

a. Briefing from the Enlisted Strength planners.

8. The first digit of the Source of Entry code for first-term losses is A or 1.

9. Those in the 20" year on are addressed in the retirement section.




There are several reasons for this division. First-term reenlistments
are treated separately because the first-term alignment plan (FTAP)
carefully controls the reenlistment of first-term Marines.'* Careerists
(those with 13 to 20 years of service) are treated separately because
their continuation rates are both steady and very high—probably
because of the lure of.retirement. Intermediate-zone reenlistments
are the final group. Reenlistment rates in this zone fluctuate the most
from year to year, as economic conditions and the rewards of military
service change.

Figure 3 shows continuation rates for Marines in these three zones,
which are forecast by individual year of service (YOS). Currently, con-
tinuation rates are forecast based on a straight average of the previous
three years’ continuation rates.!!

Figure 3. Fiscal year continuation rates by completed years of service?

100%

g

60% ]
w1997 =i 1998 -I-i% =8~ 2000 —4— 2001

CONTINUATION RATE

40%

|Intermedlate$| Cadassiate

lFIrst Termersl

20% | 1
01 23 456 7 8 910 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
COMPLETED YEARS OF SERVICE

“a. Briefing from the Enlisted Strength planners.

10. For more information on the FTAP., see A.U. Hattiangadi et al., Cost-Ben-
efit Analysis of Lump Sum Zone A, Zone B, and Zone C Reenlistment Study:
Final Report (CNA Research Memorandum D0009652.A2/Final),
Mar 2004.

11. We discuss the derivation of continuation rates in more detail later in
this section.

11
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First-term EAS losses

The Marine Corps uses the FTAP to manage first-term reenlistments.
Using a steady-state model with some adjustments for current short-
ages and overages, the Marine Corps determines the required
number of first-term reenlistments by primary occupational specialty
(PMOS). Each requirement is a “boatspace,” and recommended and
eligible first-term Marines cannot reenlist without a boatspace. Man-
power Policy (MP) produces the FTAP, and Manpower Management
(MM) executes the policy. Thus, the strength planners know how
many first-term reenlistments will be allowed. By looking at the
number of first-termers coming to EAS and the number of boatspaces
for reenlisters, the strength planners can determine the number of
Marines who will separate at the end of the first term of service (see
figure 455

)a

Figure 4. First-term EAS model for FYO4 (execution year

* FTAP is 5,900

IMONTH | Stavers | leavers |  Total |
— MMEA caps OCT 256 1.636 1.892
e , NOV 366 923 1,289
extensions DEC 323 817 1,140
» 300 Tour II extensions [JAN 482 1,482 1,964
FEB 549 515 1,064
— Double count MAR 403 741 1,144
projection (from EPS) [APR 348 610 958
AES: IMAY 427 1,048 1,475
* 200 in this year JUN 763 2.197 2.960
s JUL 799 2444 3,243
* First-term stayers AUG 726 1,987 | 2713
-+ -+ w = SEP __641 1.865 2506
5,900+100+300-200 Total 6,083 16,265 22 348

6,100

“a. Briefing from the Enlisted Strength planners. MMEA s the Enlisted Assignment
Branch. EPS is the Enlisted Plans Section (MPP-20).

12. Some Marines who separate would have liked to reenlist. First-term
reenlistments, which are “first-come, first-served” for recommended
and eligible Marines, open on the first day of the fiscal year. There are
a small number of occupations that immediately have more applicants
than there are boatspaces. In recent years, a board has been held in
these cases to determine which Marines will be allowed to reenlist.




The last column of figure 4 shows the monthly number of first-term EASs
for the execution year; the planners’ job is to determine the number of
EAS losses from the first-term EAS population (the total of the third
column in figure 4). The strength planners start with the FTAP (in this
example, 5,900 Marines). To that, they add the number of extensions
MM will grant and the number of extensions beyond the end of the FY
for Marines to complete deployments (Tour II extensions).'® Double
counts are prior-service Marines whom MCRC counted as continuous-
service or broken-service enlistments but who are also counted in the
FTAP. They are subtracted, and the result is the number of first-term
Marines who will stay in the Corps (6,100 in this example).

To fill in figure 4, the strength planners must distribute the number of
first-term stayers across the months in the stayers column. This is done
by multiplying the stayer total by the share of the first-term reenlistment
population that reenlisted in any given month, averaged over the past
3 years. Table 1 shows the reenlistment share for the last 3 years and the
3-year average.

Table 1. FTAP distribution used to distribute the number of first-term stay-
ers monthly?

FYO01 FY02 FY03 FY04 pred
OCT 2.4% 4.4% 6.0% 4.2%
NOV 5.1% 6.1% 6.8% 6.0%
DEC 5.3% 5.3% 5.4% 5.3%
JAN 7.0% 7.8% 8.9% 7.9%
FEB 9.9% 8.1% 9.1% 9.0%
MAR 7.2% 6.6% 6.1% 6.6%
APR 5.9% 6.7% 4.6% 5.7%
MAY 6.6% 6.8% 7.6% 7.0%
JUN 13.2% 13.2% 11.3% 12.5%
JUL 13.5% 12.7% 13.2% 13.1%
AUG 12.9% 11.4% 11.5% 11.9%
SEP 11.0% 10.9% 9.6% 10.5%
Total 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%

a. These numbers come from the data cubes.

13. The number of extensions is usually capped at 50 to 100. The number of
Tour II extensions (which is usually capped at 250 to 300) will be signifi-
cantly higher in the future since Tour II extensions are not capped in FY05.
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For example in October, the 3-year average of rates is 4.2 percent, so
the number of stayers in figure 4 is:

6,100 * 4.2% = 256.

The number of leavers is the difference between the monthly number
of first-term EASs and the monthly number of stayers. In October, this
count is:

1,892 - 256 = 1,636.

If the planners were forecasting EAS losses beyond the execution
year, they would apply this distribution process to a first-term EAS
population that had been corrected for pre-EAS attrition (described
in a later section). The procedure, however, would be the same.

Intermediate-term and careerist EAS losses

Since all recommended and eligible Marines in the intermediate and
careerist zones who want to reenlist are allowed to do so, the process
for determining losses in these zones is different than that used in the
first term.

Table 2 shows the population of intermediate zone Marines (those in
YOS 3 to 14) in execution year FY04.!* Currently, the strength plan-
ners use EAS continuous rates at YOS 4 to 14 to make intermediate
zone projections, which are a straight average of 3 years of historical
data (see table 3).!% The continuation rates are applied to the EAS
population (in the execution year) or the appropriately corrected

EAS population (in the out-years).16

14. Although previously defined as those from YOS 3 to 13, those in YOS 14
are actually split between the intermediate and careerist populations.
These counts come from the Total Force Data Warehouse (TFDW).

15. There are very few intermediate-term EAS Marines in YOS 3 through 5
and, in fact, there probably should be none.

16. In the nextsection, we describe the way the EAS population is corrected
in the out-years.



Table 2. Intermediate-term EAS population®

Month 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 SUM
oct 5 23 | 119 | 456 | 131 48 32 59 40 17 2 | 932
Nov 2 3 10| 35 | 157 | 97 39 31 63 37 24 2 | 500
DEC 4 5 8 | 25 | 118 | 98 35 29 45 48 12 2 | 429
JAN 3 5 7 17 | 152 | 136 60 43 53 58 22 7 | 563
FEB 1 7 8 13 | 147 | 152 52 42 38 49 25 5 | 539
MAR 3 1 2 3 | 204 | 155 51 42 54 53 22 9 | 599
APR 1 8 5 4 71 112 39 35 54 36 33 | 15 | 413
MAY 2 4 3 94 | 102 43 36 50 48 28 | 18 | 428
JUN 6 4 4 4 90 146 63 48 51 42 30 | 10 | 498
JuL 2 4 7 1 59 | 182 | 66 24 33 39 16 | 20 | 453
AUG 1 5 2 1 79 188 67 37 37 38 21 12 | 488
SEP 2 5 5 14 | 68 | 175 | 70 24 79 48 24 | 22 | s36

27 56 81 239 1695 1674 633 423 616 536 274 124 6378

“a. From the Enlisted Strength planners’ spreadsheet model.

Table 3. Intermediate and careerist continuation rates

YOS| 2001 2002 2003 |Avg 01-03
4 45.83% | 38.46% | 35.71% 40.00%
5 30.43% | 66.67% | 31.58% 42.89%
6 46.15% | 46.43% | 52.44% 48.34%
T 37.56% | 46.90% | 45.86% 43.44%
8 38.03% |49.74% | 53.17% 46.98%
9 47.98% | 61.26% | 59.62% 56.29%
10 |52.06% | 61.32% | 65.29% 59.56%
11 1 64.53% | 74.19% | 75.65% 71.46%
12 | 74.86% | 79.53% |82.74% 79.04%
13 |72.46% | 83.18% | 80.73% 78.79%
14 |73.33% | 84.74% | 87.86% 81.98%
15 |184.39% |92.75% | 91.63% 89.59%
16 |91.19% | 94.26% | 94.39% 93.28%
17 |194.83% | 94.63% | 96.21% 95.22%
18 196.10% | 97.32% |97.27% 96.90%
19 198.97% | 97.60% | 99.63% 98.74%
20 |83.03% | 82.54% | 87.08% 84.21%

For example, YOS 8 losses in October of the execution year are calcu-
lated as:

(1-.4698) * (932) * (131/932) = 69.46, or 69 Marines.

The first term in the equation is the EAS loss rate for those at YOS 8
(one minus the continuation rate reported in table 3), multiplied by



the total October EAS intermediate population17 (see the sum
column in table 2), multiplied by the October YOS 8 share of the
October EAS intermediate population (also from table 2).18 Table 4
shows the loss calculation for the intermediate zone.

Table 4. Intermediate loss calculation: Number of Marines lost?

Cont. rate 40.00% | 42.890% | 48.34% | 43.44%| 46.98%| 56 9%]| 59.56%)] 71. TD.OL’Q] 78.799g 81.98%|

Month/YOS 4 5 6 4 8 9 10 11 12 13 14{Losses Stayers
Oct 3.00 13.14 6148 | 257.91 69.46 20.98 1294 | 1684 | 838 361 0.36 468 464
Nov 1.80 571 18.08 88.80 51.43 17.05 1254 | 1798 | 4.16 5.09 0.36 223 277
Dec 3.00 457 12.92 66.74 51.96 15.30 11.73 | 1284 | 463 2.55 0.36 187 242
Jan 3.00 4.00 8.7 85.97 7211 26.23 1739 | 1513 | 7.34 467 1.26 246 317
Feb 420 457 6.72 83.14 80.59 22.73 16.98 | 1085 | 594 5.30 0.90 242[ 297
Mar 0.60 1.14 1.55 115.38 82.18 22.29 16.98 | 1541 7.14 467 162 269[ 330
Apr 480 2.86 2.07 40.16 59.38 17.05 14.15 | 1541 3.34 7.00 2.70 169[ 244
May 2.40 0.00 155 83.17 54.08 18.80 1456 | 14.27 4&2 5.94 324 173[ 255
Jun 2.40 228 207 50.90 77.41 27.54 1941 | 1456 | 4.70 6.36 1.80 209] 289
Jul 240 4.00 0.52 33.37 96.50 28.85 9.71 9.4_2 3.97 3.39 360 196 257
Aug 3.00 1.14 0.52 44 68 99.68 29.29 1496 | 1056 | 4.17 445 2.16 215 273
Sep 3.00 2.86 7.23 38.46 92.79 30.60 9.71 2255 | 579 5.09 3.96 222 314
Total 33.60 46.27| 123.49 058.68| 887.57 276.71] 171.06] 175.82]| 64.18] 58. 151 22.32] 281?] 3559

a. From the Enlisted Strength planners’ spreadsheet model.
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Stayers in each month are calculated as the difference between the
monthly intermediate EAS total and the monthly intermediate losses.
In our example, monthly October EAS intermediate losses are:

932 - 468 = 464.

We repeat this process to calculate careerist EAS losses. Table 5 shows
all calculated EAS losses for first-term, intermediate, and careerist
Marines.

17. In an outyear, this term would be the corrected October EAS interme-
diate population.

18. As currently calculated, the same continuation rate is set for all months
of the fiscal year. We originally considered calculating continuation
rates that allowed for seasonal variation (the notion being that there are
more EAS separations in the summer) but realized that, by applying
rates to the EAS population by month and YOS, the model already cap-
tures that seasonality.




Table 5. EAS first-term, intermediate, and careerist losses

Month|[First-Term |Intermediatd Careerist |EAS losses
Oct 1636 468 9 2113
Nov 923 223 10 1156
Dec 817 187 11 1015
Jan 1482 246 13 1741
Feb 515 242 13 770
Mar 741 269 13 1023
Apr 610 169 14 793
May 1048 173 14 1235
Jun 2197 209 13 2419
Jul 2444 196 14 2654
Aug 1987 215 13 2215
Sep 1865 222 12 2099
Total 16265 2819 149 19233
Phasing EAS losses by grade

These monthly EAS losses must be phased by grade. This is done by
calculating a weighted average of the historical grade distribution of
EAS losses. The model (as modified over the course of this study)
allows planners to set a weighed average with up to 4 previous years’
data, unequal weights, and unconsecutive years. Table 6 shows the 3-
year weighted average that the planners used.!?

For example, the E7 weight would be:
= (.0020 +.0025 +.0019) /3 = .0021 .

This weight (which differs by paygrade) then is applied to total EAS
losses by month (as reported in table 5). Table 7 reports results. For
example, the E6 cell in column B of table 7 is equal to:

(.0346) * total EAS losses in Oct = (.0346) * (2113) =73.17, or 73.

19. The planners currently set weights based on their best judgment—in
this example, each of the last 3 years is given a weight of 33 percent.
Appendix G describes information and methods that planners can use
to better determine appropriate weights.

17




18

Table 6. Computation of grade weight for EAS losses

[Paygrade [FY01 [FY01 share[FY02 |FY02 share|FY03 |FY03 share[grade weight |
E9 0] 0.0000 1 0.0001 1 0.0001 0.0001
E8 2| 0.0001 0 00000] 6] 0.0003 0.0001
E7 36] 00020 45| 00025 34| 0.0019 0.0021
E6 632]  0.0346] 671 0.0372| 583  0.0321 0.0346
E5 6108]  0.3344] 5824]  0.3227] 6010]  0.3310 0.3294
E4 8584]  0.4700] 8674]  0.4806] 8789  0.4841 0.4782
E3 2394 0.1311] 2373]  0.1315] 2282  0.1257 0.1294
E2 364] 00199 334 0.0185] 344]  0.0189 0.0191
E1 143| 00078] 127] 00070 107|  0.0059 0.0069
Total 18263 1] 18049 1] 18156 1 1

Table 7. Paygrade phasing of monthly total EAS losses

ab

Total EAS seps | 2304

a. From the Enlisted Strength planners’ spreadsheet model.
b. Rounding errors account for the slight difference between total losses distributed by
month and those originally distributed just by paygrade.



